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This digest describes the emerging study of Knowledge 
Management ( K M ) ,  a field that has much to offer administrators in higher 
education. KM principles recognize that it is important for organizations to 
"know what they know." It is the organized complexity of collaborative work 
to share and use information across all aspects of an institution that marks 
the effective use of knowledge that KM tries to promote. Companies with a 
focus on KM pay close attention to issues of collaboration, organizational 
learning, best practices, workflow, intellectual property management, 
document management, customer-centric focus, and effective use of data. KM 
will enable colleges to increase student retention and graduation rates, 
retain a technology workforce, expand Web-based offerings, analyze the cost 
effective use of technology, and do other things necessary to compete in an 
environment 'where institutions cross state and national borders to meet 
students' needs. Leveraging knowledge capital, using stories in decision 
making, and becoming an llinfomediaryl' are aspects of implementing KM. Some of 
the challenges in KM implementation are also outlined. (Contains 19 
references . ) (SLD) 

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made 
from the original document. 
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Knowledge Maiagen~ent (KM) principles recognize that it 
is inipoitant for organizations to “know what they know.” All institu- 
tions inherently store, access, and deliver knowledge in some manner. 
The question is what value is added to the products and services they 
deliver by tlie effective use of that knowledge capital. 

to tlie ~ ~ q ~ t ~ ~ r i i ~ g  of know-ledge, the sharing of knowledge and the 
delivery of knowledge from faculty to students,” explains Stevenson. 
However, KM involves much more. going beyond the inherent knowl- 
edge industry of colleges and universities. In the EDUCAUSE Leader- 
ship Strategies volume entitled I i~ f i i r~~~ut i i i i i  Alrhrriiy: 771e Art cuid 
S c i n i w  i$’Kii(~idei/,yr Muiiqyriiieiit, 13embom explains Ilia1 KM in- 
volvcs tlie “discovei-y and capture of knowledgc., the filtering and 
ai~angeiiient of this knowledge, and the value derived from sharing and 
using this kiiowledge ~hroughoui {lie organiz3tion” (2001, p. xiv). It is 
this “organized complexity” of collaborative work to share and use 
information across all aspects of an institution which marks the effec- 
tive use of knowledge. 

Higher education institutions have “significant opponuni- 
ties to apply knowledge management practices to suppon every pan of 
their mission,” explains Kidwell et a1 (2001, p. 24). “Knowledge man- 
agement should not strike higher education institutions as a radically 
new idea; rather it  is a new spin on their raison d’etre”(p. 24). The 
problem is that it is such a “wide open area of study that it is difficult to 
understand the implications of knowledge management for an educa- 
tional setting” (Thorn. 2001. p. 25). This digest offers a basic introduc- 
tion to the potential of KM for higher education. 
KM Initiatives 

Companies with a focus on KM pay close attention to is- 
sues of collaboration. organizational learning, best practices, workflow, 
intellectual propeny management, docuinent iiia~iageineiit; customer- 
centric focus, and using data effectively. KM initiatives include ponals 
that use the web to span cominuiiication across an entire enterprise and 
to promote business-to-business relationships (Kobens-Witt, 1999; 
Kuber, 2000). The Internet is also used intensively for team collabora- 
tion and groupware: natural language queries of data; sharing informa- 
tion on best practices; and anytimdanywhere online learning (Delio. 
1999; Shennan, 2000). 

According to a survey conducted by Kirowler/,qe Muiitrp+ 
i i ieiu magazine and International Data Corporation (IDC) about the 
state of KM (Dyer and McDonough, 2001). the primary business uses 
or domains of KM are to: 
--Capture aid share best practices (77.7%) --Provide training, corpo- 
wtc learning (62 .4%~)  --Maiugr‘ custo~ncr rclationsliips (S8.0%)-- 
Deliver competitive intelligence (55.7%) --Provide project workspace 
(3 1.4%) --Manage legal, intellectual propeny (3 1.4%) --Enhance web 
publishing (29.9%) --Enhance supply chain nianagement (20. I %) 1- 

“Almost any institution in this country will make reference 

Of/lel‘ (5.5%) 
E-learning is one of the most imponant KM practices, something 

which one would expect higher education institutions to have as an 
advantage. Yet these e-learning oppoitunities are geared most often to 
students as online customers, not to employees as pan of capitalizing 
on their knowledge as an in~ellectual m e t .  The e-learning focus in KM 
is on “just-in-time knowledge,” delivered anytime and anywhere, with 
the traditional “course” disaggregated into “know-ledge chunks.” Two- 
thirds of 700 compaiies polled in a Delphi Group study use online 
resources for training employees (Survey Tracks. 2001). 

are used as new ways to visualize and transcend extraordinarily 
corn1 polex, irmsaction-based data (Knowledge Integrity, 2000: Ny- 
lund. 2000). 7‘hc concept of [lie ”execurive information sys~ein” is 
taken much fuitlier with the use of digital dashboards for monitoriog 

Data w~rehouses, data mining, and vinual reality modeling 

critical processes and performance measures (Angus, I999a; Karlenzig. 
1999; Microsoft, 2000,2001). 

flusiness Process Assessment Guide” provides a useful description of 
this tool: 
A digital dushbourd is u custontized solittion for knowledge workers 
tliut coii,soli(lrrtes personul. teuiii, corporute. und e.rteritul irf~irriiution 
m!d provides sin%yle-click uccess to unulyticul und colluborutive tools. 
I t  brings un integruted view of u coiiipuiiy’.s know-ledge sources 10 u i i  

iiidividitul ‘5 desktop. eiiuhliiig better decisioii inukiiig by pri~vidiiig 
iiiiiiiediute uceess to key busines.s iiforriiutioii.. . (Micrrisqft, 2000, pp. 
1-21, 

The goals for the digital dashboard are to focus on critical 
information, integrate information From a variety of sources, use com- 
pany knowledge fully, and work with the same information in the 
office or on the move. In addition, there is a special new focus on 
“attention management tools” that are designed to address the problem 
of information overload and help executives focus with personalized 
web ponals to monitor their unique priorities and mission. 

Finally, perhaps the most pervasive focus in KM is on be- 
ing customer-centric, something shared with the TQM and CQI man- 
agement philosophies but much more pragmatic and data-driven when 
approached within KM. Much of customer care is moved to the web, 
where this involves “improved customer satisfaction by meeting their 
needs at the first point of contact;” more efficient operations that com- 
bine call centers and the web; and increased site traffic “eyeballs” and 
“stickiness” that help build a cohesive online community (Ward, 2001). 

The point of KM in customer relations is to retain “institu- 
tional memory.” With a variety of software tools. the “knowledge base 
pushes relevant information - such as product announcements, special 
offers, industry news and regional updates to these customers and 
panners. based on rules” (Anderson, 2001, p. 64): 
Reasons to Adopt KM 

Two universities with identical numbers of faculty, degree 
programs, expenditures, a i d  enrollment may vary widely in how suc- 
cessful they are in rankings such as those conducted by U.S. News und 
World Report. The difference is often intangible value that is added by 
effective knowledge management. Organizations that reward collabo- 
ration a id  information sharing are “outperforming companies that 
discourage these practices.. .” (Microsoft, 2000, p. I ) .  

The 2001 survey by Knowledge Munu,yeinei~t and IDC 
found that of those companies that adopt KM, the top reasons are to: 
--Retain expertise of personnel (51.9%) --Increase customer satisfac- 
tion (43. I %) --Improve profits, grow revenues (37S%)--Suppon e- 
business initiatives (24.7%)--Shonen product development cycles 
(23.0%)--Provide project workspace ( I  I .7%) 

tions alike respond to the phenomenal growth of online courses, cyber- 
colleges, and virtual universities, these same reasons to adopt KM 
apply. It is with KM that colleges will be better able to increase student 
retention and graduation rates; retain a technology workforce in the 
face of severe employee shonages; expand new web-based offerings; 
work to analyze the cost effective use of technology to meet more 
enrollment; transform existing transaction-based systems to provide 
information, not just data, for management; and compete in an envi- 
ronment where institutions cross state and national borders to meet 
student needs anytimelanywhere. 
KM Leadership 

fly leveraging knowledge capital, the nature of organiza- 
tions changes as they become more effective. A new dynamic of in- 
formation versus data comes inro play. I n  her analysis of grassroots 

The Microsoft White Paper entitled “Digital Dashboard 

As public, private, and for-profit higher education institu- 
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sniall fraction (7%) had CEOs who support KM. Most of the compa- 
nies implementing KM do it  at a grassroots level, with only 8% driven 
from the lop (Delio. 2000). Richard Danzig. Secretary of the Navy 
cxplaiiis this phenoiiicilon: 

Oiie offhe  rirfrucrioirs oj‘rlre ii{/i)riiiufioii revolurioii is fhur if  
I I I O V ~ S  i i s  uivuyJroiii u fop-lreuvy sfrucfure... hforiiiufiuii ucfs. like uforce 
oj‘gruvir,~ rl iut p i i l ls  flie deci.sbii-iiictkiii,q p ~ ~ r  lower Biro rhe or,quiiizu- 
rioir. so if hos iiiore freedoiii. Jle.ci11ilify und vibruiicy. Vie gruvitufioiiul 
pi111 is roivurd ,yreurerfreedoiii oiid,/lexibiliiyfi)r jiiiiior persoiriiel. uiid I 
tliiirk ihor*,v very Iteulfhy (Delio, 2000, p.  50). 
Challenges to Iniplenienting Kh4 

The KiioivIec/,ye Muiiuh.eiiienr magazindlDC survey (Dyer and 
McDonough. 2001) documents the following: 
--Employees have no time for KM (4 I ,096)--Current culture does not 
encourage sharing (36.6%)--Lack of understanding of KM and benefits 
(29S%)--lnability to measure financial benefits of KM (24.S%)--Lack 
01‘ skill iii KM techniques (22.7%)--0rganization’s processes are not 
designed for KM (22.7-’%)--Lack of funding for KM (21.8%)--Lack of 
incentives, rewards to share (19.9%)--Have not yet begun implement- 
ing KM ( I  8.7%)--Lack of appropriate technology ( I  7.4%)--Lack of 
coinniitnienl from senior management ( I  3.9%)--No challenges encoun- 
tered (4.3%) 
Using Stories in Decision-Making 

disseminate inforination and convey meaning at a high level of under- 
standing,” explains Scott Smith. global executive for KM at IBM 
Global Services, in an interview by Gill (2001, p. 27). 
77ie ,qretirtw heiieJir (JJiisiiig ,sfoiyfeIliii,q iii K M  iiioy coiiie J h r  ifs  uhilify fo 
(upfure fiicif kiiowIe~1,qe. which niuiiy ol>seivers i.cill rlie iiiosf vulituhle 
kiiowler1,qe ussef ofuii oi;yuitizurioii. Unlike e.cpIi(:if kiiowled,qe. which is 
wriifui c k w i i  iii d o c i i i i i t i i f s ,  iiiuiiiiu1.v u i i d  other occzssihle .roirrc.es, rucir 
kiiowled,ye is iiiiplicif iii the iiiiiid,s of‘people, iiiuiiy of’ whoin lirerully doi i  ‘f  

kiioiv how iiutcl i  dieir e.yerieiice hus fuu,yAf rheiir (Gill, 2001. p .  27). 
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